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- 7776 MAiUNG DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 

Pen d for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH{S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. " 

* ^w"4^y".fi^°^^^^^^ available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mafling date of this communication. ' rj j 

' u Ln ^H?^ for rflfc^'^'^f!^^! ^^'^^ ^^y^^ 3 ^eply Within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely 

- \i NO penod for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date th^^mmunication 

- Failure o reply wrthm he set or extended period for reply ^11. by statute, cause the applicaUon to become ABANDONED (3?U S C §1 33) 

- Any reply recerved by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed may reduS Iny 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b) •c^u^c dny 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)ia This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonmal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 C D 11 453 O G 213 
Disposition of Claims 

4) K Claim(s) 7-25 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Clalm(s) 1-5.8-18 and 21-25 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 6,7,19 and 20 is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner 

1 0) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 12 January 2001 is/are: a)n accepted or b)[3 objected to by the Examiner. 
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

11) 0 The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)^ approved b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, con-ected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

1 3) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 
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1) S Notice of References Cited (PTO-692) 

2) ^ Notice of Draftsperson*s Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) 13 Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 4.6.8 . 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

6) □ Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-2, 8, 12, 14-15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by any of Smith, Tezuka, Ida et al., or Sakai. Each of the references shows 
a film removal method and apparatus comprising applying tension over the width of the 
adhesive film by adhering the film to a take up roll, transferring the tension onto the 
substrate through a compressive roller, as the removal apparatus if moved from a first 
end of the film to the opposite end. The compressive force is applied along the release 
line (Smith, Fig. 3; Tezuka Figs. 2B-2D; Ida et al., Figs. 4, 8; Sakai, Figs. 7, 8). 

Regarding claim 14, both the winding device and the compressive roller of Ida et 
al. are the same element. 

3. Claims 1, 3-4, 8-12, 16-17, 21-22, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by French Patent Publication 2643487 (Apollonio et al.). Apollonio et 
al. shows a film removal method and apparatus comprising applying tension over the 
width of the adhesive film by adhering the film to a take up roll, 24, transferring the 
tension onto the substrate through a compressive roller, 34, such that as the removal 
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apparatus is moved from a first end of the film to the opposite end the release line and 
compressive roller are also moved. In the method shown, the compressive roller moves 
at a distance behind the release line (Fig. 3; English translation, page 5, paragraph 1). 
Apollonio et al. further teaches adding a heater to the method (page 5, paragraph 2). 

4. Claims 1 , 3, 5, 8-10, 12, 16, 18, 21-22, and 25 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kuroda et al. Kuroda et al. shows a film removal 
method and apparatus comprising applying tension over the width of the adhesive film 
by adhering the film to a take up roll, 18, transferring the tension onto the substrate 
through a compressive roller, 8, such that as the removal apparatus is moved from a 
first end of the film to the opposite end the release line (at roller 6) and compressive 
roller are also moved. In the method shown, the compressive roller moves at a distance 
ahead of the release line (See Fig. 8). 

Claim Rejections r 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 1 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Smith. 
Smith shows a film removal method for "relatively wide tapes" (column 1 , lines 28-30). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was made that the device of Smith could be used for removal of large-scale adhesive 
films. 

7. Claim 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
French Patent Publication 2643487 (Apollonio et al.). Apollonio et al. shows the 
claimed features except for a variable speed motor and a conformable roller. Both of 
these are conventional: variable speed motors allow for operator control of the 
processing speed, especially at start up or nearing completion; conformable rollers are 
used to reduce the risk of damage to a substrate (See Stadtmueller). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made add 
the claimed variable speed motor and conformable roller to the apparatus of Apollonio 
et al. to increase operator control and reduce the risk of damage. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 6-7 and 19-20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: None of the prior art suggests any mechanism for changing the distance 
between the release line and the compressive force as the film is peeled from the 
substrate. 
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Claim Objections 

10. Claims 1 and 14 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 1 
and 14 claim that the tension is "distributed" to the substrate but a more descriptive term 
is that the tension is "transferred" to the substrate (See Page 6, second full paragraph of 
the instant specification). Appropriate correction is required. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

11. The information disclosure statement filed January 29, 2002 fails to provide a 
legible copy each foreign patent. Applicant is asked to please submit copies of the two 
German Patents and one U.K. Patent. 



Conclusion 

1 2. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Tsumura et al., Candore, Annenkov et a!., Murray et al., Platzer, 
and Funakoshi et al. each show film removal methods with compressive forces on a 
substrate. 



1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mark A Osele whose telephone number is 703-308- 
2063. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 703-308-3853. The fax phone 
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numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703- 
872-931 0 for regular communications and 703-872-931 1 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0661. 




MARKA.OSELE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

June 30, 2002 



